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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 1 3-1 4 are objected to because of the following informalities: the phrase 
"Use of system" and "Use" are improper attempts at hybrid method claims where the 
"system" claims have been considered apparatus type claims. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Nakona 
et al 5,056,031 or Shimada 4,888,707. Nakona and Shimada system for controlling the 
movements of objects in an automated or remote operated system comprising 
independent transporting means for moving a number of objects relative to each other, 
the system being providing with means for controlling the position and velocity of the 
objects relative to each other, wherein each object is related to a defined geometric 
shape related to the object positions having dimensions corresponding to or exceeding 
the physical dimensions of the object in all directions, and also defining a critical allowed 
distance between the defined geometric shapes (figures 5-12; figures 2-8, respectively). 
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As concerns claim 2, Nakona and Shimada show the dimensions of the 
geometric shape corresponds to the size of the object. 

As concerns claim 3, Nakona and Shimada show critical distance is dependent 
on the relative movement between the objects. 

As concerns claim 4, Nakona and Shimada show the critical distance between 
two geometric shapes moving toward each other corresponds to the braking distance 
for each corresponding object pluss a chosen additional distance. 

As concerns claim 5, Nakona and Shimada show the objects and corresponding 
geometric shapes are adapted to be rotatable. 

As concerns claim 6, Nakona and Shimada show the geometric shape is 
rectangular. 

As concerns claim 7, Nakona and Shimada show the method for avoiding 
collisions between automatically controlled or remote operated objects having variable 
positions and movements relative to each other said positions and movements being 
controlled by a control system, comprising assigning a geometric shape to each object, 
said geometric shape corresponding to or exceeding the dimensions of the 
corresponding object, the geometric shape thus occupying a space corresponding to or 
exceeding the space occupied by the object, and defining a critical minimum distance 
between said geometrical shapes. 

As concerns claim 8, Nakona and Shimada show the dimensions of the 
geometric shape corresponds to the size of the object. 
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As concerns claim 9, Nakona and Shimada show critical distance is dependent 
on the relative movement between the objects. 

As concerns claim 10, Nakona and Shimada show the critical distance between 
two geometric shapes moving toward each other corresponds to the braking distance 
for 10 each corresponding object plus a chosen additional distance. 

As concerns claim 1 1 , Nakona and Shimada show the objects and corresponding 
geometric shapes are adapted to be rotatable. 

As concerns claim 12, Nakona and Shimada show the geometric shape is 
rectangular. 

4. Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Starl 
4,578,757. Stark shows the method for avoiding collisions between automatically 
controlled or remote operated objects having variable positions and movements relative 
to each other said positions and movements being controlled by a control system, 
comprising assigning a geometric shape to each object, said geometric shape 
corresponding to or exceeding the dimensions of the corresponding object, the 
geometric shape thus occupying a space corresponding to or exceeding the space 
occupied by the object, and defining a critical minimum distance between said 
geometrical shapes. 

As concerns claim 8, Stark shows the dimensions of the geometric shape 
corresponds to the size of the object. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakona et al 5,056,031 or Shimada 4,88,707 in view of Krueger 4,621 ,974. Nakona 
and Shimada do not show an on offshore installations for handling pipes in drilling 
operations or on a drill rig, wherein said objects corresponds to means for storing, 
moving and/or installing equipment in the installations. However, Kreuger shows a 
similar offshore installations (col 2, lines 47+), especially for handling pipes in drilling 
operations or on a drill rig (fig 2-1 ), wherein said objects corresponds to means for 
storing, moving and/or installing equipment in the installations with means to control 
racking that prevent collisions (fig 1 , 8, 19 & 20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Nakona and Shimada, as taught by Krueger, to 
include the control system on an offshore rig for the expected result of improved 
accuracy and safety. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 



Application/Control Number: 10/565,436 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3671 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas A. Beach whose telephone number is 
571.272.6988. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:00am- 
5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Will can be reached on 571 .272.6998. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 .273.8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Thomas A. Beach 

/Thomas A Beach/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3671 

March 20, 2008 

THOMAS A. BEACH 
Primary Examiner 
Group 3600 



